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Introduction 
his paper reports on an action-learning project conducted within the first year 
criminal justice curriculum in an Australian university. The project was initiated 
after an audit of first year units and student feedback revealed that there were gaps in the 
curriculum that possibly were disadvantaging certain groups of students, including mature, 
international, queer and disabled students, rendering them invisible. Official (university 
controlled student surveys and other feedback mechanisms) and anecdotal feedback found 
that at least some students in these groups felt disenfranchised; that is, unable to relate to 
either the subject mater, other students, or the university setting itself. As a school in which 
social justice provides the context for learning about criminal justice, first year subject 
coordinators as a group came to recognise the need for embedding diversity in the 
curriculum. 
The project aims were fourfold; first, to acknowledge the range of diverse backgrounds 
characterising students in the course and to adopt an attitude of respect towards diversity as 
benchmark for learning; second, to raise awareness of diversity, especially with respect to 
student diversity, and to open up discourse about diversity, discrimination and associated 
T 
issues; third, to develop unit materials that will speak to the range of diverse student 
backgrounds in the course as a way of better communicating the unit content to those 
students; and finally, to discuss ways in which curriculum can operate to normalise a 
range of sexualities and racial identities by unpacking whiteness and heteronormativity as 
concepts.  While the first and second aims spoke to a concern about teaching to diversity, 
the third spoke to teaching for diversity and the latter was our attempt to engage teaching 
with diversity.   
 
A pilot study for this project was conducted in the first half of 2008, in a first year criminal 
justice ethics subject. An audit of the unit materials was conducted as a basis for 
developing a revised curriculum aimed at providing examples, case studies, and resources 
that fell within the range of experience of all students. As part of assessment, students were 
required to write weekly reflections on the unit material. An analysis of these reflections 
and of formal and informal student feedback indicated that, not only was student learning 
considerably enhanced by the revised curriculum, but that students gained a greater 
understanding of, and empathy for, people from disparate backgrounds (Hayes and Ball 
2008; Hayes and Ball 2010).   The pilot was used as a model for review and revision of the 
rest of the first year curriculum, with the intention of producing similarly enhanced results 
for student learning. This paper reports on the outcomes of that project. Before exploring 
the results, however, some background is needed on diversity in learning and why it should 
be a goal of teaching and learning. We then follow with a description of the methodology 
used in the project, before proceeding to a description and analysis of the results. 
 
Diversity in Education 
There is an extensive scholarly literature on teaching diversity in the university, especially 
given the various populations that now make up today’s universities: mature age, 
International, Indigenous, queer, and disabled students.  The shift in availability of higher 
education from an elite model to being accessible to a wider portion of the population means 
that there are more non-traditional students (Schuetze and Slowey, 2002).  It has been 
argued that at a very basic level teaching to include diverse identities works both to validate 
students’ identities as well as to create a more welcoming environment for a range of people.  
Diversity in the curriculum has been shown to promote racial understanding and a reduction 
in racial prejudice (Denson, 2009, p. 807) and can also positively affect cognitive and 
affective development, critical thinking skills and job-related learning outcomes (Denson, 
2009, p. 807).  Citing the UNESCO Universal Declaration on Cultural Diversity, Babacan 
and Babacan (2007, p9) argue that cultural diversity is crucial to economic, intellectual, 
moral, emotional and spiritual growth. 
This paper focuses on three areas within this growing body of research that are particularly 
relevant to this project: how diversity is currently conceptualised by the tertiary sector; 
theoretical explanations for the absence of diversity in the curriculum; and how diversity 
can be included in the tertiary sector.  The aim is to unpack the various levels of 
engagement with diversity and to use this as the basis for analysing our own curriculum.  
More specifically, this literature review identifies three ways of thinking about teaching 
diversity in the University setting: teaching to diversity, where diversity is viewed as a 
problem to be solved by changes to process and increased support for the individual 
student; teaching for diversity, where curriculum is modified to include the learning styles 
and/or specialised content that would be inclusive of diversity; and teaching from diversity, 
where a more reflective way of teaching is offered, which recognises and unpacks current 
models of teaching, learning and curriculum development as embedded within specific 
ontologies and epistemologies.     
 
 
 
 
Teaching to diversity in the University sector  
The most common way for Universities to respond to a diverse student population is to offer 
support to the person with little concomitant impact on institutional practices.  This means 
that the focus is on the individual, helping them to overcome barriers, stereotypes and 
misconceptions which might exclude them either from entering University, or being 
successful once part of the organisation (Collett, 2008, p. 5).  Such an approach tends to 
focus on the needs of the disadvantaged group rather than their strengths.  It is most 
common when dealing with disabled and international students, but is also evident when 
mature age students are discussed.   
 
Teaching to disability 
The most commonly cited reasons for catering to students with a disability are legal or 
policy requirements (See for example Vogel et al., 1999, p. 173; Brothen and Wambach, 
2003, p. 127; McLean, Heagney and Gardner, 2003, p. 219 - 220; Fox, Hatfield and Collins, 
2003, p. 23; Hanafin et al., 2007, p. 435, 436; Hadjikakou and Hartas, 2008, p. 104). The 
Federal Disability Discrimination Act (1992), for example, buttresses the provision of 
services to university students with disabilities (McLean, Heagney and Gardner, 2003, p. 
219). This Act states that disability includes physical, intellectual, psychiatric, sensory, 
neurological, and learning disabilities (McLean, Heagney and Gardner, 2003, p. 220). 
Organisations covered by the Act are required to identify and remove discriminatory barriers 
and practices (McLean, Heagney and Gardner, 2003, p. 220) and Section 22 of the Act 
prohibits a university from discriminating against an individual on the grounds of disability 
(McLean, Heagney and Gardner, 2003, p. 220). These policy imperatives have contributed 
to the widening participation of students with disabilities in higher education (Fox, Hatfield 
and Collins, 2003, p. 23; Hadjikakou and Hartas, 2008, p. 103) and their increasing presence 
dictates that appropriate provisions be made.      
However, despite such legal requirements, studies in the United States suggest that 
inadequately designed curricula and sceptical and hostile attitudes from teachers contribute 
to hindering access and success for students with disabilities (Hatch, Ghere and Jirik, 2003, 
p. 171). Susan Vogel et al.’s (1999) study into staff attitudes and practises towards students 
with learning disabilities in a US university reveals explicitly this approach. Academic 
staff gave a number of reasons why disabled students may not be catered to and these 
included: the time involved in accommodating a disabled students learning style, including 
the complexity of designing different assessment methods; and concerns about the fairness 
of providing teaching assistants to disabled students and not the entire student body.  
Vogel et al. (1999) found that academics are often willing to make accommodations, but 
not if they perceive that such accommodations will lower course standards (Vogel et al., 
1999, p. 174; Hadjikakou and Hartas, 2008, p. 116).  Tony Payne et al. found that while 
policies accounting for students with disabilities at university-level are crucial (See also, 
Hadjikakou and Hartas, 2008, p. 118), students and academics were sceptical of  their 
value (Payne et al., 2006, p. 5). Hadjiikakou and Hartas (2008) found that some Heads of 
Faculty expressed the view that students should modify their needs to access the 
curriculum rather than the institution adapting its practices to remove obstacles to learning 
(Hadjikakou and Hartas, 2008, p. 116).  
 
Teaching to internationalisation 
The 1990s and into this century have seen significant increases in the number of 
International students at Australian universities (Ryan, 2007, p. 2; Tucker and Ang, 2007, p. 
1; Tran, 2008, p. 245).  In a similar way to students with a disability, International students 
are often conceptualised as lacking in ability to participate in the university system and thus 
as a problem that needs to be addressed (Collett, 2008, p. 5; Lawrence, 2005, p. 244-245). 
Lawrence argues that this approach is pervasive in Australian universities (2005, p. 224-245) 
because it conceptualises this ‘problem … as belonging to the individual who doesn’t fit in’.  
Stereotypes also inform beliefs about Asian international students in particular (those with a 
cultural background of Confucian) where an extensive body of literature speaks to the 
different learning styles of Asian students (Ballard & Clanchy, 1997; Biggs, 1996; Kember 
2000, 2001; Tucker and Ang, 2007; Tran, 2008, p. 246; Zhang, Sillitoe and Webb, 2002, p. 
2-5). Tani states that ‘Asian students generally display learning behaviours that can be 
classified as “surface” learning’ (2008, p. 347).  However, research suggests ‘that Asian 
students can develop deep learning strategies when given a curriculum, teaching and 
assessments that are consistent with fostering a deep learning approach’ (Kember, 2000, 
2001 in Tani, 2008, p. 347).  It has also been argued that such students may be prone to not 
participating in class discussion and to asking questions in private rather than in class (Tani, 
2008, p. 348). However, Tani challenges the specificity of these behaviours to Asian 
students in both Asian and Western classrooms (Tani, 2009, p. 348-349). 
 
Teaching to Maturity 
Research on mature age students in the university also tends to focus on their supposed 
needs rather than their strengths (Richardson and King, 1998, p. 66). Mature age students are 
thus also subject to a number of stereotypes that echo this approach of teaching to diversity 
and contribute to negative attitudes toward mature age students by both the University and 
the larger student body (Richardson and King, 1998; Richardson, 1995).   However, 
Richardson and King (1998, p71) argue that mature age students are not deficient in study or 
time management skills, nor are the intellectual abilities of these students less than those of 
other students. Indeed, mature students may be more advanced than or on a par with other 
students (Richardson and King, 1998, p. 74), with some studies suggesting that mature 
students obtain better degree results than other students (Richardson and King, 1998, p. 78-
90) and that their conceptions of knowledge and approaches to learning are not deficient in 
comparison to other students (Burton et al., 2009). 
 
Teaching for Diversity in the University Sector 
The second model conceptualises diversity as possessing inherent value to the university, to 
the classroom, to individuals who associate with diverse students, and to the larger society.  
This approach tends to promote a collaborative development of understanding, incorporating 
differing perspectives (Collett, 2008, p. 5).   Within this approach, focus is on the 
importance of acknowledging and catering for the learning styles of different groups, 
creating an accommodating climate in the classroom where a diverse group of students can 
feel valued and accepted and increasing a diverse range of academic content to the 
curriculum to enable a diverse group of students to feel valued and engaged.  Here the focus 
moves from the students and their needs to the teaching and learning models and the 
curriculum design. 
 
Catering for different learning styles. 
It is argued within this literature that catering for different learning styles increases the 
flexibility of the curriculum in terms of its design, especially its presentation and 
assessment.  Highbee (2003) discusses the Universal Instructional Design (UID) model for 
catering to students with disabilies. This ‘relatively new model… encourages faculty to 
make their classes more accessible by developing curricula that are flexible and 
customisable’ (Fox, Hatfield and Collins, 2003, p. 24). The implementation of UID means 
that classes become more accessible and flexible for students with disabilities, but 
modifications benefit all students. Hatch, Ghere and Jirik state that ‘thoughtfully following 
the principles of [UID] also places teachers in the position of already having 
‘accommodated’ virtually any student who enrols in their courses. The stress and the 
inconvenience of last-minute accommodations, which burdens both teachers and students, 
are eliminated. ( 2003, p. 182) 
Hadjikakou and Hartas suggest in their study of the provision for students with disabilities 
in Cyprus that teachers need to rethink and adapt their learning goals and curriculum in 
order to cater for different needs (2008, p. 114). UID encourages such rethinking by 
identifying changes that might be made to information access, instructional design and 
classroom climate. Means of information access that can benefit all students include 
making the lecture notes available prior to lectures as well as offering further readings and 
space for discussion in subject content. Miksch also stresses the importance of ensuring 
subject websites are technologically accessible to students with disabilities (2003, p. 163;  
see also McLean, Heagney and Gardner, 2003, p. 224;  Payne et al., 2006, p. 5). Hatch, 
Ghere and Jirik discuss an example in which one student with severe disabilities was given 
the group work task for the next lesson in advance so she could prepare answers on her 
communication device  (2003, p. 173-174). All students in this class are now provided 
with the stimulus material in advance.  
Catering for different learning styles can benefit all students. This might mean assessment 
which has a variety of components, including oral, written and creative, allowing students 
to choose their approach (Ghere, 2003, p. 152; Miksch, 2003, p. 164; Hanafin et al., 2007, 
pp. 442-443). This may also mean including visual, verbal and aural props when delivering 
content (Ghere, 2003, p. 150-151; McLean, Heagney and Gardner, 2003, p. 223; 
Hadjikakou and Hartas, 2008, p. 177). Miksch uses the mixed-assessment approach to 
assess participation. This means not every student has to present in front of the class as 
they may not be comfortable doing so. The group tasks includes reading, writing, 
interactive, visual and performative elements, allowing students to take on the role that 
suits them (Miksch, 2003, p. 165). The principles of UID encourage teachers to consider 
how essential particular types of assessment are to the goals of the unit and whether the 
format of this assessment can be modified to make it more accessible for students (Fox, 
Hatfield and Collins, 2003, p. 27; Miksch, 2003, pp. 164-166). In another example, all 
students were given the choice of undertaking an in-class exam, which was a mix of short-
essay and objective questions, or completing an overnight take-home exam essay (Hatch, 
Ghere and Jirik, 2003, p. 176). These methods assessed the same objectives yet 
accommodated different students’ personal and learning requirements. Hanafin et. al. 
(2007, p.42) encourage educators to reflect on the question of just what kind of assessment 
best facilitates learning as a way of assisting educators to determine the relevance and 
flexibility of their assessment methods. Brothen and Wambach (2003) reflect on a unit 
which features very few lectures but continual reading and computerised quiz exercises 
which prevent students from moving further until they achieve adequately at each level. 
This allows students to move at their own pace allowing those who are struggling to be 
identified more easily (Brothen and Wambach, 2003, p. 143).  
 
Changes to Classroom Climate 
Changes to classroom climate might include making an accessibility and diversity statement 
part of the syllabus (Fox, Hatfield and Collins, 2003, p. 27). This would encourage students 
with disabilities to come forward and discuss any needs they may have with the lecturer. An 
accessibility and diversity statement would also contribute to fostering a respectful 
classroom environment. Another step which may encourage a more welcoming class room 
environment is the establishment of ground rules for class discussion. Brothen and 
Wambach (2003) discuss the importance of identifying students who may have learning 
disabilities early in the unit and offering ways to assist them. Hatch, Ghere and Jerik (2003, 
P.178-179) emphasise working with a number of stakeholders, including the student and the 
disability office, when determining what provisions are required for the student (See also 
Payne et al., 2006, p. 6). Some students with disabilities may not be comfortable in coming 
forward and the onus is on teachers to identify those who may need assistance (Hanafin et 
al., 2007, p. 441; Hadjikakou and Hartas, 2008, p. 114). At the classroom level it is 
important for teachers to be aware of the layout of their classroom, as well as notify students 
with accessibility issues in advance of changes in venue (Payne et al., 2006, p. 6), and 
consider the distance of the nearest disabled toilet in relation to the class and examination 
room (Hanafin et al., 2007, p. 440). 
 
Creating and teaching culturally appropriate learning tasks 
MacKinnon and Manathunga (2003, pp.135-136) suggest guidelines to aid educators in 
developing culturally responsive assessment. Their guidelines feature questions that teachers 
need to reflect on when creating assessment and include: what am I assessing in terms of 
intellectual engagement with content?; what am I assessing in terms of generic and 
discipline-specific skills?; why am I assessing these skills and engagement with content?; 
and, how am I going to assess these skills and the engagement with content?  These 
questions then identify the assumptions informing assessment designs (MacKinnon and 
Manathunga, 2003, p. 136).  Students are also encouraged to mark examples of assessment 
to familiarise themselves with what is and what is not adequate work (MacKinnon and 
Manathunga, 2003, p. 139).  Mackinnon and Manathunga argue that where possible, flexible 
assessment should be offered and cultural inclusively topics encouraged. For example, 
students could be provided with the choice of either giving a class presentation using a 
variety of media (including options like designing a website, writing and performing music 
or drama, preparing a video) or submitting a written assignment and could be allowed to 
negotiate alternative topics which have a cultural value and relevance for them. (MacKinnon 
and Manathunga, 2003, p. 139) 
Becoming familiar with how different minority groups learn can inform inclusive teaching 
practices (Tani, 2005, p. 349). Tani developed a tool to address the issue of silence in class 
from Asian students that he encountered (2005). During the break period in a two hour 
lecture he encouraged students to write down any questions they had (Tani, 2005, p. 351). 
He specified that they were to be general questions that were normally asked during 
individual consultation (Tani, 2005, p. 351). The sheets of paper were given out by 
randomly selected, and always different, students and collected at the end of the break 
period (Tani, 2005, p. 352). The exercise was not marked (Tani, 2005, p. 352). There was a 
constant number of questions in the first three weeks of the course and Tani revists the 
exercise whenever he notices an imbalance in participation. He states, ‘I also noted that 
some of the Asian students started to participate in discussions and I received fewer visits 
for questions of a general nature during consultation hours. … I also recorded that, outside 
class, questions from my Asian students were fewer but they were also more specific and 
targeted’ (Tani, 2005, p. 353).   
Jamie Bevan argues that the game show is a cross-culturally recognised television genre 
and uses this model to generate participation amongst international students in his lectures 
(Beven, 2007). Bevan plays ‘The Sentence is Right’ in first year lectures to introduce 
students to concepts of civil and uncivil laws. Two students rank average sentences to their 
matching crimes with audiences suggesting which sentences may match which crimes 
(Bevan, 2007, p. 3). On completion of the game debate and discussion then ensues and 
students are often surprised about the average sentences given for particular crimes 
(Bevan, 2007, p. 3).  Bevan surveyed the students and they reported the activity was 
engaging, entertaining and assisted them in understanding the concepts (2007, p. 4). He 
felt that this activity also resulted in students being more engaged in other teaching 
environments (Bevan, 2007, p. 5).  
Handa and Fallon also argue that academic skills workshops are crucial for international 
students. Students who participated in them reported them to be useful, with an average of 
4.1 in a survey which had a top rating of 5 (Handa and Fallon, 2006, p. 35).  Handa and 
Fallon also argue that it is the responsibility of the institution to ensure students are 
familiar with academic rules and conventions (Handa and Fallon, 2006, p. 32; see also, 
Ryan, 2007; Leask, 2009; Tran, 2008; Lawrence, 2005).  Phyllida Coombes and Geoff 
Danaher discuss their experience in teaching a STEPS program which operates as a free 
preparation course for university studies. The program enables students to become familiar 
with the skills required for university education and the discourses of the university 
institution (Coombes and Danaher, 2006, p. 760). In this vein, other work suggests a unit 
or course writing guide can provide students with a clearer idea of unit and assessment 
requirements (Roberts, 2008, p. 6; Tran, 2008, p. 246).  
Finally, Karen Adams used peer performance as a teaching method in a bridging program 
for international PhD students (Adams, 2004). Students gave a brief presentation and 
evaluated how they thought they performed (Adams, 2004, p. 118). Adams then showed a 
video of a former bridging program student giving an academic presentation (Adams, 
2004, p. 120). This showed the students that one of their peers was able to perform the 
task. Students then reevaluated their perceptions of their own performance potentials, and 
there was an improvement in their senses of self-efficacy (Adams, 2004, p. 126). This 
shows that using a peer-model for teaching examples contributes to an increase in 
students’ confidence about particular tasks.  
 
Catering for different learning styles, or changing the classroom climate however, does 
nothing to address inherent problems in curriculum design which make silent or invisible a 
certain group or groups within the student population.  Challenging the epistemology of 
curriculum itself is a much larger issue and the final part of the literature on teaching 
diversity. 
 
Teaching from Diversity 
Research demonstrates that Western conceptions and hierarchies of knowledge and learning 
are privileged in Australian universities (MacKinnon and Manathunga, 2003, p. 14-15; 
Otten, 2003; Collett, 2008, p. 3; Ryan and Hellmundt, 2003, p. 3, 4). It has also been argued 
that Australian universities are characterised by institutional and cultural racism and white 
race privilege (Radermacher, 2006: 36). More specifically, male perspectives tend to 
dominate western conceptions of knowledge (Bagilhole and Goode, 1998, p. 446-447). 
Baglihole and Goode state that ‘male academics have defined not only what is taught at 
universities, but also how it is taught, in a way that marginalises women’ (1998, p. 446). 
Such hierarchies of knowledge particularly privilege Western cultural literacies. These 
cultural literacies then inform assessment tasks at University (MacKinnon and Manathunga, 
2003, p. 131) thereby diminishing the opportunities of some students to contribute, as well 
as preventing alternative cultural perspectives from being applied to assessments tasks 
(MacKinnon and Manathunga, 2003, p. 131). It has also been identified that International 
students are alienated from their own cultural norms and practices in the Western higher 
education system, and must learn how to operate within the new environment (Collett, 2008, 
p. 2) which privileges western academic paradigms including an importance on 
‘independent, critical thinking’, ‘originality of scholarship’, and ‘individual ownership of 
knowledge’ (Ryan and Hellmundt, 2003, p. 3). One outcome of this is that international 
students from cultures with different approaches to the ownership of knowledge can be 
accused of plagiarism (Ryan and Hellmundt, 2003, p. 3; Handa and Fallon, 2006, p. 32).  
Challenging the dominant Western perspectives that inform curriculum design can assist in 
determining its accessibility to students who learn differently or who have different cultural 
backgrounds.   
The recognition of other forms of knowledge and other ways of thinking can begin to 
address gaps in teaching diverse groups of students (McLaughlin and Whatman, 2007). In 
doing this it is important to be aware of one’s own knowledges and perspectives and their 
limits. The  literature on Indigeneity and education (Ranzijn et al., 2006; Radermacher, 
2006; McLaughlin and Whatman, 2007; Higgins-Desbiolles, 2007; Phillips et al., 2007; 
Mackean et al., 2007), stresses the importance of being aware of one’s subjectivity when 
reviewing the curriculum and being reflexive throughout teaching. This also means 
recognising the whiteness in the curricula and in the education system (McLaughlin and 
Whatman, 2007). Working closely with the university’s Indigenous unit can assist 
curriculum development that caters for Indigenous ways of learning (McLaughlin and 
Whatman, 2007). 
More specifically, Leask states that ‘Cultural-specific and biased assumptions are built into 
knowledge’ (2009, p. 17).  ‘The fundamental insight on which Indigenous knowledge 
systems are based is that all existence is connected’ (Battiste and Youngblood Henderson 
2000, p9).  The differences therefore between Indigenous holistic ways of knowing and 
being and the rationalist and objective ways of thinking prioritised in the Western academy 
suggests that the nature of knowledge itself should always be central to negotiated 
curricula. Williamson and Dalal (2007) argue that any attempts to Indigenise the 
curriculum require a consistent unsettling of Western authority, an acknowledgement of 
Indigenous positions and critical self–reflection.  This largely means that non-Indigenous 
staff and students must do much of the work in such an approach, by addressing the ways 
in which they are culturally positioned and privileged as white subjects within western 
conceptions of knowledge.  Recognising the racial position of whiteness is thus the starting 
point for unpacking the unearned and invisible privilege of this position and its impact on 
Indigenous people.  However, this must go hand in hand with a recognition of the position 
and positioning of Indigenous people both historically and contemporaneously, and can 
only be achieved when Indigenous people and their communities are engaged with on their 
terms.  Part of this requires the complicity of the academy with the objectification of 
Indigenous people and the process by which they continue to be dominated.   
Similarly, the dominance of heteronormativity throughout Western culture marginalises 
non-heterosexualities and genders that do not follow the heteronormative model (Robinson 
and Ferfolja, 2002. p. 57, Robinson and Ferfolja, 2008, pp. 847-848.; Hayes and Ball, 
2010; Hayes and Ball, 2009). Heteronormativity can be defined as ‘the impulse of 
“straight” culture to try and make everybody fit into the same norms of behaviour – not 
just sexually, but culturally’ (McKee, 2005, p. 148). Berlant and Warner state that 
‘heteronormativity is produced in almost every aspect of the forms and arrangements of 
social life: nationality, the state, and the law; commerce; medicine; and education; as well 
as in the conventions and affects of narrativity, romance, and other protected spaces of 
culture … Heteronormative forms of intimacy are supported … not only by overt 
referential discourse such as love plots and sentimentality but materially, in marriage and 
family law, in the architecture of the domestic, in the zoning of work and politics. (Berlant 
and Warner, 1998, p. 561-562). Heteronormativity can influence formations of coupling, 
sex, marriage and reproduction. Heterosexism can be defined as ‘a diverse set of social 
practices in an array of social arenas in which the homo/hetero binary distinction is at work 
whereby heterosexuality is privileged’ (Plummer in Fejes and Petrich, 1993, p. 412). This 
heteronormative dominance also contributes to the institutionalisation of homophobia, 
which is another cause of the absence of queer perspectives in universities (Fradella, 2007, 
p. 61-62). Queer students in particular tend to be invisible in the university classroom and 
it has been argued that this invisibility contributes to the absence of queer perspectives in 
the university curriculum (Fradella, 2007, p. 61; Toynton, 2007, p. 598). 
It has been found that including content about queerness in the curriculum, for example, 
can contribute to effective education and development of queer youth (Tenney, 1995 in 
Fradella, 2007, p. 75) and enhance their quality of life (Robinson and Ferfolja, 2002, p. 
55). This may prevent feelings of isolation (Goody and deVries 2002, p. 276) and plays a 
crucial role in the prevention of homophobia in the classroom, which can take the form of 
discrimination, abuse, and even violence (Fradella, 2007, p. 63, Robinson and Ferfolja, 
2007, p. 846; Robinson and Ferfolja, 2002, p. 55, Goody and deVries 2002, p. 275). 
Queering the curriculum also combats the silence that heterosexism perpetuates (Fradella, 
2007, p.  63; Robinson and Ferfolja, 2007, p. 846; Robinson and Ferfolja, 2002, p. 55). 
Toyton’s found that his former science students, who tended to remain closeted in class, 
felt ‘othered’ by homophobic comments offered by their peers. They also felt vunerable, 
isolated, and would regulate their thoughts, actions and behaviours in order to hide their 
sexuality (Toynton, 2007, p . 594). Robinson and Ferfolja state that heteronormative 
regulation of sex, sexuality and gender identities restricts options for all individuals, not 
just those who are already queer-identifying (2007, p. 846; Hayes and Ball, 2009).  
One common theme in the literature within this approach was the preferability of 
integrating various perspectives across the subject, rather than dedicating a week to 
particular diversity issues (See for example, Robinson and Ferfolja, 2007, p. 855, 
Treleaven et al., 2007, p. 9; Evans et al, 2009, p. ; McLaughlin and Whatman, 2007, p. ; 
Mackean et al., 2007, p. 544). Fradella provides a comprehensive description of his 
integration of diverse sexuality perspectives in the curriculum of his criminal law courses, 
contextualising through the history of exclusion of issues effecting queer people in law 
school curriculum (Fradella, 2007, pp. 60-61). The use of individual units on issues 
effecting queer people is problematic because it can lead to ghettoisation and prevent the 
development of diverse perspectives across other subjects (Fradella, 2007, p. 63). Fradella 
argues for an intersectional perspective, which acknowledges that aspects of race, class, 
sexuality, gender, religion, able-bodiedness etc all contribute to shaping identity and 
experience. He argues that analysis needs to recognise the combination of these aspects 
when considering how society shapes experience. Robinson and Ferfolja (2008, p.848) and 
Toynton (2007, p.603) also acknowledge the importance of this approach.  
 
 
Methodology 
The current research stems from an audit of first year units in a criminal justice curriculum 
that identified those which have, and those which could, embrace diversity.  The audit, 
which was part of a faculty-based teaching and learning project, found that while most of the 
units taught to and for diversity, they were lacking in teaching from diversity. Thus, a pilot 
research project was undertaken in two of the core first semester units to determine whether 
they could be taught from diversity. One unit, Social Ethics and the Justice System, was 
revised to embrace a queer perspective, while the other unit, Justice and Society, was revised 
to embrace the perspective of a critique of white-race privilege. These two units were 
particularly suited to these perspectives, first because of their content, which was social 
justice oriented, but also because one of us could bring a queer perspective and the other 
could bring a race perspective, based on our personal experience and/or identities. In this 
way, the ‘teaching from’ could be regarded as authentic, rather than just grafted on to 
existing content by “outsiders” as a way of paying lip service to these diversities. However, 
as stated in the literature above, and as the current research shows, identification or 
experience with a perspective is not a requirement for teaching from it. 
 
The methods used in embedding these perspectives ranged from the relatively superficial 
use of verbal and written examples, images, audio-visual material, and readings, to more 
deeply embedded theoretical perspectives which were crafted to permeate the subject 
material as a whole. So, for example, in Social Ethics, the content was embedded within a 
theoretical framework that acknowledged the constraints and limitations of 
heteronormativity and which situated the content within a broader, more inclusive 
framework acknowledging the legitimacy and moral equality of non-hetero sexualities and 
relationships. The main tool employed in this unit was a work of fiction, The Window 
(Hayes, 2008), specifically constructed for use in Social Ethics, and which told the story of 
a group of first year students and their experiences in a universe parallel to the experience 
of actual students in the class. Other resources for this unit included audio-visual aids such 
as video-clips, music and art. Similarly, Justice and Society was revised within a 
thoroughgoing critique of white-race privilege using the framework of the ‘sociological 
imagination’, which acknowledges the impact of structural inequality on perceptions of the 
legitimacy and moral equality of non-white ethnicities. This unit employed humour and a 
diverse range of audio-visual aids, such as clips from youtube.com, to embed diversity. In 
this unit students were also invited to contribute audio-visual examples as a way of 
encouraging them to engage with diversity within the spaces of their own lives and 
experiences. 
 
Each of these subjects was revised, taught for one semester, then re-evaluated to determine 
the impact of the embedding of diversity on learning outcomes. Although the measures 
used were fairly subjective, deriving from self-report student feedback, instructor 
observation,  and peer review, we believe that these measures demonstrate the extent to 
which students’ perceptions of diversity actually changed over the course of the relevant 
semesters. Student feedback included the formal Learning Experience Survey administered 
online by the university, which included open-ended comments made by students. In 
Justice and Society it also included written student comments in an online discussion 
forum, as well as observations made by teaching and learning specialists in the faculty. In 
Social Ethics, informal feedback from students and teaching staff was also used, in 
addition to the weekly written reflections on the unit content submitted by students for 
assessment. A content analysis of these sources provided the results outlined in the next 
section. 
 
Results and Analysis 
Teaching to diversity 
The Bachelor of Justice has an explicit statement of values, course objectives, lecture 
schedules, textbooks, readings, assignment due dates, expectations for attendance and 
participation and grading policies that are inclusive of diversity and which address 
disadvantages faced by at-risk student populations.  The initial audit found that, on the 
whole, the Justice curriculum caters to a diverse student population, although with some 
need for improvements in addressing less visible populations such as queer students, older 
students, disabled students and international students (including students with refugee 
status).  
In the two revised units, these factors remained fairly constant, with the exception of 
improvements in catering to the needs of queer students and non-Anglo students, the 
outcomes of which will be explains in some detail below.  
 
Teaching for diversity 
Individually, Justice units generally acknowledge the diversity of students and attempt to 
raise awareness of issues relevant to a diverse population. Specifically, the units were 
commended by the audit for their integration of Indigenous issues and examples, with every 
unit making use of current research on indigenous issues, as well as examples from current 
media and other contexts in lectures, readings, resources and assessment. Unit coordinators 
also work closely with the university’s Indigenous Unit to assist Indigenous students in the 
learning process, acknowledging that abstract concepts and themes familiar to Anglo-
Australians may not be relevant, nor immediately appreciated, in the Indigenous context.  
All audited first year units were also commended for addressing and including women, with 
several units specifically addressing feminist and/or related research on gender-based 
disadvantage as part of the curriculum. The other audited units were inclusive of women and 
made use of examples relating to disadvantage and gender. 
Disabled students are regarded as an at-risk population at QUT and as such there are policies 
and procedures in place for addressing any issues they may face. However, there is little that 
disabled students may find personally relevant to disability in the first year curriculum, in 
terms of examples, readings and resources with which they can identify, and so another 
recommendation was to be more inclusive of this student population. 
None of the audited units focused very much on older or mature aged students. The initial 
audit revealed that individual mature aged students often felt marginalized both culturally 
and intellectually, especially since the mainstream of students tends to be school leavers or 
young people not far away from being school leavers. Justice units need to focus on creating 
a more comfortable environment for mature aged students, both by inviting their input on a 
variety of topics to counter the burden of young people’s culture and experience, and in 
addressing their particular learning needs, which, the audit found, are usually related to 
issues of confidence and strategies for studying after long periods of non-study. 
 
Teaching from diversity 
Research conducted in the pilot project by Hayes and Ball (2009) concluded that, overall, 
Justice students tended to be ignorant of queer issues and expressed “homo-queasy”1 
attitudes towards gay and lesbian identities. Only one unit was inclusive of queer issues, 
even though, in 2009, around ten students (out of an internal class of around 150) identified 
openly as gay, lesbian or bisexual. These students reported that the inclusion of queer 
examples and issues in the curriculum were appropriate and helped them to feel more 
comfortable in class. Moreover, an evaluation of that unit after the revision demonstrated 
that even homo-queasy students displayed some deeper appreciation of both the queer and 
the non-Anglo perspective, rendering the university classroom a more inclusive and inviting 
place for queer and non-Anglo students alike. 
Overall, an evaluation of the two units in the pilot study demonstrated that several important 
objectives were achieved that spoke directly to the experience and perspectives of queer 
                                                     
1 “Homo-queasy’ is a term coined by the US Gay and Lesbian Alliance Against Defamation to 
describe the general tendency to avoid queer individuals and issues, while not quite rejecting or 
being intolerant of them (as in homophobia). http://www.glaad.org/Page.aspx?pid=183  
students in the first instance, and non-Anglo students in the second, and which impacted the 
perspectives of the rest of the student population in ways affirming of diversity. We will 
outline these themes separately in terms of each unit and then comment on some underlying 
themes and outcomes for both. 
 
Queering the Curriculum 
In terms of outcomes for teaching Social Ethics from the queer perspective, evidence of 
three outcomes were apparent: a) there was a dissolving of the silence and invisibility of 
non-hetero sexualities and genders in the classroom, b) there was a deeper appreciation by 
students as a whole of the heteronomative nature of legal and social institutions and 
perspectives, which resulted in c) queer students feeling less “othered” and more 
“normalized” in the classroom.  
 
Dissolving the silence 
Queering the Social Ethics curriculum involved framing issues and content from within a 
non-heterosexual perspective. This means that students were consistently provided with the 
queer viewpoint in terms of what issues were raised and how those issues impact on both 
heterosexual and non-heterosexual individuals. As noted above, one of the main objectives 
of queering the curriculum is to combat the silence that heterosexism perpetuates (Fradella, 
2007, p.  63; Robinson and Ferfolja, 2007, p. 846; Robinson and Ferfolja, 2002, p. 55). 
Where in the past, queer students have felt pressured to remain closeted - their silence and 
invisibility subsequently leading to their alienation through unaddressed homophobic 
comments and heterosexist domination of the classroom – the queered curriculum 
encouraged these students to come forward and be identified. Where in previous years such 
students had felt vulnerable and isolated, and would regulate their thoughts, actions and 
behaviours in order to hide their sexuality (Hayes and Ball, 2009; Toynton, 2007, p . 594), 
they now felt encouraged to integrate and even to express pride. Robinson and Ferfolja state 
that heteronormative regulation of sex, sexuality and gender identities restricts options for 
all individuals, not just those who are already queer-identifying (2007, p. 846; Hayes and 
Ball, 2009). This was evidenced in student reflections, through comments about The 
Window such as: “This discussion in class opened my eyes to a world that I knew existed but 
never was prominent in society as it is deemed socially unacceptable to many.”  
 
Generally, students’ reflections and comments in discussing sexuality were positive, 
expressing a liberal tolerance for, and appreciation of, gay identities. The use of The Window 
proved to be beneficial in contextualizing the issues for students, as many of them said they 
could relate to the characters and their experiences as new university students. The 
protagonist of the story is Dan, a fictitious first year Justice student who is struggling with 
his sexuality as well as the burden of beginning university. This storyline proved to be 
challenging, however. In the first week of classes, students expressed surprise at the content, 
and it was noted by tutors that female students were much keener to engage with the story 
than were males. This was noticeable to the extent that some students’ reflections actually 
expressed concern at the lack of empathy shown towards Dan’s plight. The consequence of  
this apparent classroom ambivalence however, was that discussions about the 
appropriateness of the story provided a vehicle for reflection on the role of perspective: 
 
In last week’s tutorial there was one particular section of conversation that 
particularly interested me. And that was how readers would be reacting to 
The Window if it was a male and female rather than two males? …. Just by 
discussing with friends I found, and this is to be expected, that people are 
more hesitant when it comes to same-sex relationships. Not that they may 
be homophobe’s (sic)…. Women’s and men’s views on same-sex couples 
differ as to who is accepting and who is not. I found that… women are 
more supportive of same-sex couples than men are. 
 
 Thus, even though some students initially were uncomfortable with the content, this in itself 
provided an avenue for conversation and reflection that assisted in opening up students to the 
non-heterosexual perspective. By the second or third week, most students appeared more 
accepting: 
 
The Window… challenged my own notion of truth because reading the 
first half of Dan’s story [Chapter 1] convinced me he wasn’t homosexual, 
but reading Tom’s side of the story [Chapter 2] we see a bigger window 
open up about the truth for Dan and the war within himself. I found myself 
in the tutorial discussion leaning my sympathy much closer to Dan. 
 
 Appreciation of the heteronormative nature of institutions 
Although students by this point were reacting positively to The Window, the unit resources, 
and discussions of queer identity, analysis of the reflections suggest that students continued 
to construct gay as ‘other’, as apart from normal, and therefore deviant. However, again, 
these constructions provided a vehicle for raising awareness of the heteronormative nature 
of society and its institutions. The heteronormative backdrop framing the everyday thinking 
and experiences of heterosexual students was evident to such an extent that they found it 
impossible to distance themselves from it. This evidences David Halperin’s claim that the 
term ‘homosexual’ constitutes a distinct and stable category in and of itself only insofar as 
it acts as a ‘means of stabilizing heterosexuality’: 
 
[T]he homosexual is an imaginary ‘Other’, whose flamboyant ‘difference’ deflects 
attention from the contradictions inherent in the construction of heterosecuality; 
heterosexuality thrives precisely by preserving and consolidating its internal 
contradictions at the same time as it preserves and consolidates its own ignorance of 
them, and it does that by constructing and deploying the figure of ‘the homosexual’ 
(Halperin 1995, 43-4)   
 
The students tended to regard anyone non-heterosexual as something of a novelty, as a 
group of people with a set of beliefs that were different from their own, rather than as 
individuals like themselves who happen to have different sexual orientation. 
Homosexuality was seen as defining of a person’s identity, rather than as merely one aspect 
of it. This is particularly evident in some of their comments: 
 
These people are… 
Reading The Window… provoked sympathy within me for these people. 
I’m not saying Dan and Tom [are] bad because they are gays… 
And such people are not necessarily bad… 
As an openly gay teenager, [Tom] is different from what most people 
consider ‘normal’… 
 
This directly contrasts with how they view their own sexuality. Heterosexual students take 
their sexuality for granted, not as something to talk about in and of itself. That they are 
straight appears to be a given, so much so that they only begin to think of themselves as 
having a sexuality when confronted by ‘alternative’ sexualities such as gay and lesbian. Of 
course, much of this separation of heterosexual and non-heterosexual is perpeturated by non-
heterosexual individuals themselves, as they continue to construct their own identities on the 
basis of the social division of sexualities. The need (recognized by ‘straight’ and ‘gay’ alike) 
for the gay individual to ‘come out’, to declare one’s non-heterosexuality to the world at 
large, and one’s allegiance to the ‘gay community’, reinforces the notion of gay as other, as 
Foucault  (1998) so famously points out. For many decades, non-heterosexualities have been 
silenced and hidden; that the gay community should want to break that silence by protesting 
against and standing in opposition to heterosexuality in understandable. This is resistance to 
core heteronormativity in the most fundamental sense. However, such opposition also 
reinforces the socially and discursively constructed dichotomy between gay and straight and 
this continued to be evident in the classroom. 
 
 Residual homo-queasiness 
A small number of students continued to find it difficult to empathise with the characters in 
the story, reasoning that ‘gayness’ was outside the range of their experience, and made 
comments to that effect in their weekly reflections and written feedback. One student, for 
example, in answer to the question, “Did The Window help you think more clearly about the 
issue?” replied, “A little bit, but I could not relate.” Another student commented in their 
weekly reflection: 
 
It is difficult, and honestly I still have  some prejudice which is hard to 
undo. I don’t believe for a minute I would treat anyone who is Gay [sic] or 
transgender etc any differently to anyone from different ethnicity but I 
can’t honestly accept the concept because I am not gay so can’t see it. 
 
These students expressed homo-queasiness throughout the entire process, evidenced mainly 
through their written reflections and feedback, since they tended to keep out of the relevant 
discussions. Again, this speaks to the discursive silence and invisibility surrounding queer 
identity, which these student employed – albeit unconsciously – as a way of resisting the 
discourse of tolerance that developed and became normalized within the classroom over the 
course of the semester. Indeed, male students in general appeared much quieter during 
discussion of sexuality than were female students. When pressed to comment on The 
Window at the end of the semester, some of their comments were instructive: 
 
I found it confronting and sometimes uncomfortable.... 
I found the vivid descriptions of the intimacy between Tom and Dan very 
hard to take. 
Some of the sexual issues were too graphic and I believe it was 
unnecessary to talk about it that much… 
 Considering The Window contains no sexual content – indeed, there is barely a kiss 
described between Dan and Tom – these comments clearly indicate a sense of intense 
discomfort surrounding male intimacy. By deduction, what these students describe as 
‘graphic’ refers to some rather innocuous descriptions of longing, fear, shame and 
confusion experienced by both boys as their relationship slowly develops. Clearly, there is 
a fear of male intimacy and even ‘contagion’ behind such comments. Indeed, one male 
student commented in class that the story made him fear that he would ‘wake up gay’ one 
day: 
 
I don’t know… it’s like, when I read I get this image in my head. I kind of 
see what I am reading. And I don’t want to imagine what two men do 
together… it’s just (throws hands up in gesture of repulsion)…. It’s just… 
what if I find it [erotic]? That would be just (makes noise of disgust)… 
that would make me gay. 
 
The idea that sexuality might not be as stable as it is commonly held to be is unsettling to 
some. For someone who holds to the idea that they have an essential self, that their sexuality 
is a natural part of them, and who defines themselves in opposition to identity categories they 
understand as ‘other’ and ‘not normal’, this can be a daunting and discomforting prospect. 
Nevertheless, in spite of all this, what is evidenced by these attitudes and comments is that 
the unit content was successful in destabilizing heteronormative assumptions and beliefs, 
thus achieved its aim of dissolving the silence surrounding non-heterosexualities and of 
creating a framework for understanding them. 
 
Destabilising white race privilege in the curriculum. 
 
The Indigenising of the Justice and Society curriculum followed a similar path to the 
queering of the Social Ethics curriculum in recognising other forms of knowledge and other 
ways of thinking (McLaughlin and Whatman, 2007). Three themes emerged to demonstrate 
the success of the Indigenising project: 1) recognition of the whiteness inherent in the 
education system; and 2) recognition of the ‘Cultural-specific and biased assumptions… 
built into knowledge’; both of which led to 3) greater understanding of the role of structural 
inequality in society and in social institutions and how these negatively impact the life 
chances of non-white individuals and groups.   
 The Justice and Society Indigenising project was deeply embedded within a broader 
framework aimed at destabilising white race privilege and Western authority through the 
adoption of Indigenous and other non-Anglo perspectives. Unit content and materials 
consistently strived to address the ways in which both teaching staff and a majority of 
students are culturally positioned and privileged as white subjects within western 
conceptions of knowledge and how these perspectives impact on Indigenous and other non-
Anglo individuals. This is important in the current context, because whereas the lecturers in 
Social Ethics actually teach from the queer perspective as self-identified queer individuals, 
the instructors in Justice and Society are all Anglo-Australian. This being aware of one’s 
subjectivity is crucial to developing curriculum that is non-Anglo focused. 
 
Recognition of privilege 
Although teaching staff in Justice and Society did not  have the benefit of written reflections 
from which to evaluate the impact of the pilot project, formal written feedback gathered 
from students at the end of semester and the content of a student discussion forum provided 
ample evidence of impact. In terms of the recognition of privilege, there was a clear shift in 
perspective between the beginning and end of semester, with many students commenting 
that the unit had stimulated curiosity and raised consciousness significantly. On student, for 
example, commented that the unit “changes opinions about such things as class and race,” 
while another remarked that they left the unit with “a good general understanding of issues 
relevant to different classes, races and groups in society.” Yet another student commented 
that they felt one of the best aspects of Justice and Society was “learning about the 
difference between people, such as Aboriginal [and non-Aboriginal].”  
[The best aspect of this unit was] being able to understand the inequalities 
in our society and being able to understand the way society view [sic] a 
range of different [viewpoints]. 
Clearly, students felt their instructor had a good appreciation of white race privilege and its 
impact on Indigenous and other non-white perspectives. This was also evidenced by student 
comments that although they found the content very challenging, it inspired them to talk 
about the issues even outside of class: 
I think that [the lecturer] challenged thoughts in a way that would be 
criticised by some narrow minded students but I can see that for those with 
an open mind her lecturers really challenged the norms for me…. 
I found myself discussing these issues with others and it sparked more 
discussion which contributed to my understanding…. I really got involved 
with asking my family their opinions and challenging my own opinion…. 
This suggests that, while students sometimes found the content confronting, it stimulated 
their curiosity to the point where they were prompted to seek out others’ viewpoints and 
challenge them.  
 
Cultural and knowledge bias 
Some students expressed a dislike of the ‘political’ nature of the lectures and unit materials, 
suggesting that they were challenged by views opposing their own. It is natural for people – 
and especially for young people just out of school – to be generally unreflective of their 
political viewpoints, many of which are drawn from family, school or other cultural 
influences, rather than from any real informed research or personal consideration of issues.  
Feedback indicated that some of these students felt their viewpoints were discounted, and 
that the lecturer should accept all viewpoints as equal – even in spite of being presented with 
research that demonstrated how viewpoints grounded in cultural bias were ill-founded. In 
some cases, students were unable to grasp the underlying assumptions and cultural bias 
inherent in their own views: 
[The lecturer] didn’t particularly tolerate the viewpoints of others… 
[The lecturer] is incredibly narrow-minded and forces her own opinion 
onto hundreds of impressionable new students… 
 On the other hand, as stated in the previous section, many students did grasp this impact of 
cultural bias and were able to understand how culture and privilege impacts on a person’s 
beliefs and values. Clearly, some further research needs to be done to determine what 
variables are at play here – we suggest that socio-economic factors may be the issue. 
However, the current data does not provide such information. 
 
Appreciating the impact of structural inequality 
In spite of the tendency for some students to cling to prejudicial beliefs, feedback generally 
showed a broad understanding and appreciation of the impact of structural inequality on 
those who are disadvantaged. Unsolicited email feedback from one student demonstrates 
this tendency: 
I entered university an incredibly skeptical individual when it came to 
issues such as homelessness, unemployment and indigenous issues. Justice 
and Society has really opened my eyes towards the life situations of these 
groups of these individuals and has given me the knowledge to be much 
more tolerant, understanding and sympathetic. 
In the online discussion forum for this unit, students were clearly able to articulate their 
understanding of “the lottery of life chances” that places some individuals and groups at a 
clear advantage over others and some groups at greater risk of crime and subsequently 
more likely to come into contact with the criminal justice system: 
The three big ones; gender, class and race have such a huge affect on a 
person's situation and standing in society and without understanding this 
inequality, the system is not going to provide fair and just outcomes. 
I agree… The presence of these factors shows that life chances and lottery 
of birth are two very influential factors…. Not only does [the lottery of 
birth] determine their values and beliefs but it determines their social 
status. If the person's parents were poor then the person will most likely be 
poor. Also, life chances impact on someone's status in the criminal justice 
system. If a person is poor and cannot gain unemployment and is homeless 
it is more likely that they will offend. In fact living in a public space is an 
offence in itself. Also, an indigenous person is more likely to offend than a 
white person. This is due to structural inequalities and in part white race 
privilege. 
These comments demonstrate how students are becoming aware of their subjectivity as 
individuals of a certain background giving them certain privileges not accorded to others. It 
also demonstrates a clear recognition that those groups more likely to be overrepresented in 
the criminal justice system often are victims of such structural inequalities. This process of 
becoming aware was more evident in some students than in others. A small group seemed to 
articulate the concepts from perspectives already attuned to such ideas, while others 
expressed surprise at their lack of knowledge in the area: 
I found the fact that race is an idea not a biological reality quite surprising 
so far as a person’s race cannot be determined by looking at their blood or 
DNA. After watching the video “Brown eyes, blue eyes” in the lecture I 
really began to think more realistically about how racial and societal 
divisions have come to exist. 
Clearly, being presented with the ‘sociological imagination’ as a framework for considering 
the nexus between disadvantage and crime has allowed students greater personal insight 
into the non-meritorious nature of privilege in our society in a way that captures their 
empathy and appreciation. However, as we found above in Social Ethics, Anglo students 
continued to regard non-whites as ‘other’ and as somehow essentially different, in spite of 
their apparent acceptance that race is an idea rather than a biological condition. This 
suggests that there may be some barriers to just how far students can go toward 
empathising without having direct experience with non-white groups. 
 
Conclusion 
In this paper we have sought to demonstrate the differences between teaching to, for and 
from diversity in a criminal justice curriculum. The scholarly literature on diversity in a 
higher education context is extensive, and yet our review of current research found that 
little attention has been paid toward identifying these differences. Our review of that 
literature has demonstrated that, while most universities have made at least come headway 
into teaching to and for diversity – that is, in recognising diversity and accommodating 
teaching and learning spaces to diverse student populations – to date there has been very 
little recognition of the value of teaching from within a particular perspective. The diversity 
audit of our university’s criminal justice curriculum provided a unique opportunity to pilot 
just such a project and we believe our subsequent evaluation of that project has provided a 
starting point and possibly a benchmark for engaging more thoroughly with diversity in the 
university classroom. 
Our research also found that, while it is advantageous for instructors to identify with a 
particular perspective – such identification inevitably does lend increased credibility – we 
found that lack of such identity was no impediment to teaching from within a particular 
perspective. By heightening awareness of subjectivities and encouraging reflexive 
approaches to developing the curriculum, we found that instructors were able to provide a 
sympathetic and knowledge-based framework for engaging students with diversities. That 
some students still appeared as unmoved by these pedagogic shifts, and that students as a 
whole continue to regard non-white, non-heterosexual individuals as ‘other,’ suggests that 
further research ought to be conducted to determine what factors or variables may impact 
on an individual’s ability to fully engage with diversity in this context. 
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